TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT' WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |l aw journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of

claims 1 through 17, all of the clains pending in the

ppplication for patent filed March 16, 1993. According to appellants
this application is a continuation of application 07/614,353, filed Novenber

15, 1990.
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appl i cation.

The invention relates generally to a conputer designed to
paral |l el execute arithnetic and | ogical operations on packed
data. In particular, Appellants disclose on page 3 that
Figure 2
shows a di agram of three operands 210, 220 and 230 packed into
a single 32 bit word 200. Appellants further disclose that
the 32 bit word 200 includes buffer bits 240, 250 that are
pl aced between the operands.

I ndependent clainms 1 is reproduced as foll ows:

1. Method of processing a plurality of nultidigit
operands in parallel conprising the steps of:

a) packing the nmultidigit operands into a first
word with at | east one buffer bit between each
mul tidigit operand; and
b) performng arithnetic operations on the first
packed word with a second word, thereby
provi ding a processed packed word.

The reference relied on by the Exam ner is as follows:

Bertrand 4,963, 867 Cct. 16, 1990

Claims 1 through 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102
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as being anticipated by Bertrand.
Rat her than repeat the argunents of Appellants or the
Exam ner, we nake reference to the briefs and the answers for

t he

details thereof. W note that the clains that are before us
are
found in the appendi x? provided in the supplenmental reply
brief,
filed January 13, 1998.
OPI NI ON

After a careful review of the evidence before us, we do

not agree with the Exam ner that the clains are antici pated

under 35 U.S.C. § 102 by Bertrand.

2ln this supplenental reply brief, Appellants provide the appeal ed
claims in an attached appendi x. The Examiner stated in a letter, mailed
January 30, 1998, that the supplenental reply brief has been entered and
consi dered but no further response by the Exami ner is deened necessary. W
note that the Examiner's comrunication did not object to these clains. W
will take the Examiner's silence as the Exam ner's acceptance that these
claims are the proper clainms for our consideration for this appeal.

3



Appeal No. 95-0933
Application 08/ 032, 764

It is axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder § 102
can be found only if the prior art reference discl oses every
el ement of the claim See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1326,
231 USPQ 136, 138, (Fed. Cir. 1986) and Li ndemann
Maschi nenfabri k GvBH v. Anmerican Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d
1452, 1458, 221 USPQ 481, 485, (Fed. Gr. 1984).

Appel | ants argue on page 6 of the brief that Appellants’
clainms recite packing nmultidigit operands into a packed word
with at |east one buffer bit between each of the nmultidigit
operands. Appellants argue on page 7 of the brief that buffer
bit is defined on page 3, line 33, through page 4, line 10, as
a bit of data stored between operands to prevent the
propagation of a bit of data fromflowing into bits of another
oper and duri ng
arithnmetic or logical operations. Appellants then argue that
Bertrand fails to teach the buffer bit stored between operands
to prevent the propagation of a bit of data fromflowng into
bits of another operand during arithnetic or |ogica
oper ati ons as cl ai ned.

When interpreting a claim words of the claimare
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generally given their ordinary and custonmary neani ng, unless
it appears fromthe specification or the file history that
they were used differently by the inventor. Carroll Touch,
Inc. v. Electro Mechanical Sys., Inc. 15 F.3d 1573, 1577, 27

UsP@d 1836, 1840 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Thus, we find that
Appel lants' clainmed term buffer bit, nust be given the
nmeani ng of a bit of data stored between operands to prevent
the propagation of a bit of data fromflowng into bits of
anot her operand during arithnmetic or |ogical operations.

On page 10 of the Exam ner's answer, the Exam ner states
that the Exam ner agrees with the Appellant that Bertrand
fails to teach the clainmed buffer bit. Upon our review of
Bertrand, we find that Bertrand fails to teach the buffer bit
stored between operands to prevent the propagation of a bit of

data from

flowng into bits of another operand during arithnetic or
| ogi cal operations as clained.

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the Exam ner
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rejecting clainms 1 through 17 is reversed.

REVERSED

JAMES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
ERRCL A. KRASS ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) | NTERFERENCES

)

)

)
M CHAEL R. FLEM NG )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

vsh
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